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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-23 are objected to because of the following informalities: On page 19, 
lines 6, 9 and throughout claims 1-18, consistency should be maintained between 
"handle" and "handle means". On page 19, line 8, "upward" should be replaced with - 
upwardly--. On page 20, line 26, a comma should follow "means" at the end of the line. 
On page 21 , line 21 , "structure" should be replaced with -kit-. On page 22, line 2, 
"upward" should be replaced with -upwardly-. On page 22, lines 9 and 1 1 , -member- 
should follow "bolt". Claim 14 should depend from claim 13 to further define the catch 
pin. In claim 15, it is not clear what constitutes a "multi-element pin". On page 24, line 
25, -a-should follow "on". On page 25, line 6, there is no antecedent basis for "said 
steps". Claim 21 should depend from claim 20 to further define the "body portion" on 
page 26, line 8. On page 26, lines 22-23, there is no antecedent basis for "said end 
portion" . On page 26, line 23, a comma should follow "handle". Appropriate correction 
is required. 

The drawings are objected to because figure 1 should be labeled as "PRIOR 
ART". Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
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changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "multi-element pin 
assembly" of claim 15, the "electric circuit" of page 23, lines 10 and 12, and the 
"ownership card" and "digital information" of claims 17 and 18 must be shown or the 
feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
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application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Applicants should note that "secured to a rear surface" on page 22, line 1 is 
regarded as positively claiming the door, and "mounted to said doorframe" on page 22, 
line 22 is regarded as positively claiming the door frame. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Eberly (007). 

Eberly teaches a latch and lock kit including a recessed catch pin 22, a handle distal 
end tab 28 having an aperture to receive a sliding bolt 46 of a sliding bolt lock body 48, 
the lock 46, 48 is secured to the door when the lock is engaged with the handle, an axis 
20, a hub around the axis 20, L-shaped tabs 60, 62 are also included as a lock casing 
for the lock body 48, an inner surface(s) 56, 66 on the lock casing, and the L-shaped 
tabs are on an outer surface of the lock casing. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eberly 
(007) in view of Chen (560). 

Chen teaches a metal (column 2, line 22) lock body 2. It would have been obvious to 
modify the lock body 48 of Eberly such that it is formed of metal, in view of the teaching 
of Chen, the motivation being to optimize its strength. 

Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eberly (007) in view of Strodtman (419). 

In column 5, line 4, Strodtman teaches a steel lock casing 10. It would have been 
obvious to modify the casing 54 of Eberly such that it is formed of steel, in view of the 
teaching of Strodtman, the motivation being to optimize its strength. With respect to 
claim 9, the particular type of steel claimed would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ215(CCPA 1980). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eberly 
(007) in view of Larsen et al (798). 

In column 4, line 66, Larsen teaches a casing 14 formed of hardened steel. It would 
have been obvious to form the casing 54 of Eberly from hardened steel, in view of the 
teaching of Larsen et al, the motivation being to optimize its strength. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eberly 
(007) in view of applicant's admitted prior art. 
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Eberly has been discussed above, and also teaches two backing plates 14, 32. In 
figure 1 of the instant application, applicant teaches that it is well known to utilize a 
single, enlarged backing plate 36. it would have been obvious to utilize a single backing 
plate for the two backing plates of Eberly, in view of the teaching of applicant's admitted 
prior art, the motivation being to simplify assembly of the latch components on the door. 

Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eberly (007) in view of applicant's admitted prior art. 

On page 15 of the instant application, applicant teaches that the components of claims 
15-18 are well known. It would have been obvious to provide the latch assembly of 
Eberly with a multi-element pin assembly, electrical circuits, and an ownership card with 
digital information, in view of the teaching of applicant's admitted prior art, the 
motivation being to increase its versatility. 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Plaxco and Eberly (007). 
Figure 1 of the instant application teaches a latch 30, catch 34, handle 40, and a keeper 
58 engaged by a padlock 66, and teaches the structure of page 24, lines 1-25 and page 
25, lines 1-5. Plaxco (see column 3, lines 7-10) teaches that it is well known in the 
lock/latch art to retro-fit one type of door to receive a different lock/latch assembly. 
Eberly (007) has been discussed above. It would have been obvious to remove the 
keeper and padlock of applicant's admitted prior art and to provide it with a sliding bolt 
lock and casing, in view of the respective teachings of Plaxco and Eberly (007), the 
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motivation being to provide a lock casing 54 of Eberly for protecting its padlock from 
tampering tools, to optimize its security. 

Claims 1, 10, 13 and 1 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907). 
In figure 1 of the instant application, applicant teaches a latch and kit for an upwardly 
opening door, including a recessed catch pin 34, backing plate 36, latch 30, axis 38, 
hub 42, handle 40, and an apertured tab 46 to receive a padlock. As seen in fig. 3, 
Eberly (907) teaches an apertured tab 20, 24 of a handle 18 used with a lock casing 30, 
32 for protecting a sliding bolt 38 of a lock body 10. It would have been obvious to 
substitute a bolt of the sliding type with a lock body protected by a lock casing, for the 
padlock and keeper of applicant's admitted prior art, in view of the teaching of Eberly, 
the motivation being to protect the padlock shackle and padlock body from tampering 
tools, to optimize the security of the lock. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Chen (560). 

Chen teaches a metal lock body 2 (column 2, line 22). It would have been obvious to 
modify the lock body of applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly such that it is 
formed of metal, in view of the teaching of Chen, the motivation being to optimize its 
strength. 
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Claims 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Garvey et al (016). 

Garvey et al teaches that it is well known to provide L-shaped brackets 58, 60 for 
securing a lock casing to a door, including a vertical and horizontal portion having an 
aperture to receive a fastener 66. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to substitute L-shaped brackets for the 
backing plate 26 of the lock casing of applicant's admitted prior art as modified by 
Eberly (907), in view of the teaching of Garvey et al, the motivation being to provide a 
secure connection to the door. 

Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art as modified by Eberiy (907) and Garvey et al as applied to 
claim 5 above, and further in view of Strodtman. 

In column 5, line 4, Strodtman teaches a steel lock casing 10. it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the lock casing 30 of applicant's admitted prior art as modified by Eberly such that it is 
formed of steel, in view of the teaching of Strodtman, the motivation being to optimize its 
strength. With respect to claim 9, the particular type of steel claimed would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, since it has been found that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907) and Garvey et al as applied to claim 
5 above, and further in view of Larsen et al (798). 

In column 4, line 66, Larsen teaches a casing 14 formed of hardened steel. It would 
have been obvious to form the lock casing of applicant's admitted prior art as modified 
by Eberly (907) of hardened steel, in view of the teaching of Larsen et al, the motivation 
being to optimize its strength. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art as modified by Eberly (907) as applied to claim 10 above, 
and further in view of Smith et al (978). 

Smith teaches a backing plate 62, 63 for a lock casing as being formed of steel (column 
3, line 64). It would have been obvious to form the backing plate of applicant's admitted 
prior art of steel, in view of the teaching of Smith et al, the motivation being to optimize 
its strength. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907) as applied to claim 10 above, and 
further in view of Yarborough. 

In paragraph 0026, lines 2 and 5, Yarborough teaches that it is well known to form lock 
components of steel, and that aluminum is a well known substitute therefor. It would 
have been obvious to form the backing plate of applicant's admitted prior art of 
aluminum, in view of the teaching of Yarborough, the motivation being to optimize its 
durability. 
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Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Eberly (907) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of additional teachings of applicant admitted prior art. 
On page 15 of the instant application, applicant teaches that the components of claims 
1 5-1 8 are well known. It would have been obvious to provide the latch assembly of 
applicant's admitted prior art as modified by Eberly to include a multi-element pin 
assembly, electrical circuits, and an ownership card with digital information, in view of 
the teachings of applicant's admitted prior art, the motivation being to optimize its 
versatility. 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Plaxco and Eberly (907). 
Applicant's admitted prior art and Eberly (907) have been discussed above. Plaxco 
(column 3, lines 7-10) teaches that it is well known in the lock/latch art to retrofit one 
type of door to receive a different lock/latch assembly. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to remove the keeper and padlock of applicant's admitted 
prior art and to substitute a sliding bolt lock and casing, in view of the respective 
teachings of Plaxco and Eberly (907), the motivation being to provide a lock casing for 
the padlock (sliding bolt lock), to protect it form tampering tools, to optimize its security. 

Claims 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art as modified by Plaxco and Eberly (907) as applied to claim 
1 9 above, and further in view of Garvey et al. 
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Garvey teaches that it is well known to provide L-shaped brackets 58, 60 for securing a 
lock casing to a door, including a vertical and horizontal portion having an aperture to 
receive a fastener 66. It would have been obvious to substitute L-shaped mounting 
brackets for the backing plate 26 of the lock casing of applicant's admitted prior art as 
modified by Plaxco and Eberiy (907), in view of the teaching of Garvey et al, the 
motivation being to provide a secure connection to the door. With respect to claim 23, 
the brackets of Garvey are disclosed in column 3, line 42 as being welded, and the 
brackets and lock casing of the combined references would inherently be formed of 
metal. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lloyd A. Gall whose telephone number is 571-272-7056. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Glessner can be reached on 571-272-6843. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



LG l^r 
July 18, 2005 
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